IN RE: Applicant:

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
20 Massachusetts Ave., N.-W., Rm. A3042
Washington, DC 20529

U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration
Services

Office: Los Angeles Date: OCT 2 0 2@@&

PETITION: Application for Status as a Permanent Resident pursuant to Section 1104 of the Legal

Imn
ama

nigration Family Equity (LIFE) Act of 2000, Pub. L. 106-553, 114 Stat. 2762 (2000).
nded by LIFE Act Amendments, Pub. L. 106-554. 114 Stat. 2763 (2000).

ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT: Self-represented
o !
P ER] "r"l s\",,\':
A "t'!;“’},iz A
INSTRUCTIONS:

This is the decision

of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All documents have been returned to

the office that origi
further action, you
this office, and you

/

Robert P. Wiemann
Administrative App

ally decided your case. If your appeal was sustained, or if the matter was remanded for
ill be contacted. If your appeal was dismissed, you no longer have a case pending before
re not entttled to file a motion to reopen or reconsider your case.

, Director
eals Office

® . Ropter 2% ”iﬁ)?ﬁ’)d tm‘
fifeinm ol ST ,
ideﬂ . . _...,,-. ﬂﬂg,@d

NeVEY, - *
preses iy acy

Z e o
BEIVE

www.ascis.gov



Page 2

DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration Family Equity
(LIFE) Act was denied by the District Director, Los Angeles, and is now before the Administrative Appeals
Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be sustained.

The district director denied the application because the applicant had not demonstrated that she had
continuously resided in the United States in an unlawful status from before January 1, 1982 through May 4,
1988.

On appeal, the applicant asserts that, contrary to the findings set forth in the district director’s decision, the
supporting affidavits and statements she has provided do contain sufficient information to establish her claim
to continuous residence in the U.S. during the period in question.

a preponderance of| the evidence that he or she has resided in the United States for the requisite pertods, is
admissible to the United States and is otherwise eligible for adjustment of status under this section. 8 C.F.R.
§ 2452.12(e). When something is to be established by a preponderance of evidence it is sufficient that the
proof only establish that it is probably true. See Matter of E-- M--, 20 I&N Dec. 77 (Comm. 1989).
Preponderance of the evidence has also been defined as “evidence which as a whole shows that-the fact
sought to be proved is more probable than net.” Black’s Law Dictionary 1064 (5™ ed. 1979).

The inference to be drawn from the documentation provided shall depend on the extent of the documentatior,
its credibility and amenability to verification. 8 C.F.R. § 245a.12(e).

In an attempt to establish continuous ualawful residence since before January 1, 1982, as claimed, the applicant
furnished the following evidence:

® A Form I-687 Application for Status as a Temporary Resident under Section 245A of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, which was signed by the applicant but not dated;

® An affidavit dated October 10, 1989 from — who attests to having employed the
applicant as|a live-in housekeeper since September 1981. The affiant also indicates that the applicant
lives with her daughter;

e An affidavit from || ho attests to having employed the applicant since January 1982
as a housekeeper one day per week. The affiant also asserts that the applicant has provided assistance
with the affiant’s handicapped children;

®* An affidavit from_ who attests to having employed the applicant as a housekeeper
twice a month since October 1982; and
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